Grammaticalization is based on universal strategies of conceptual transfer. Contact-induced language change on the other hand is an areally confined process resulting from specific historical events. What this suggests is that the two constitute quite divergent phenomena and, in fact, in the relevant literature they tend to be described as mutually exclusive processes. Accordingly, this literature abounds with discussions on whether some specific grammatical change is due to the former or the latter. The position taken in this paper is that the two are in no way mutually exclusive; rather, perhaps more often than not, they jointly conspire in triggering grammatical change.
Introduction
Grammaticalization is a process leading from lexical to grammatical and from grammatical to more grammatical forms, and since the development of grammatical forms is shaped by constructions as well as larger context settings, the study of grammaticalization is also concerned with constructions and larger discourse units (Heine, Claudi & Hünnemeyer 1991; Hopper & Traugott 1993; Bybee, Perkins & Pagliuca 1994) . A large body of knowledge has been assembled on the evolution of grammatical categories in the languages of the world (Heine and Kuteva 2002) . All this work, however, has focused on languageinternal grammatical change. Not only have grammaticalization processes usually been viewed as independent, language-internal changes, but it has also been claimed that the same grammatical category may re-emerge in a given language, and that this persistence or "diachronic stability" is a phenomenon entirely language-internally conditioned. Contact-induced language change on the other hand is an areally confined process resulting from specific historical events. What this suggests is that grammaticalization and language change induced by contact constitute quite divergent phenomena and, in fact, in the relevant literature the two tend to be described as mutually exclusive processes. 1 Whether some specific grammatical change is due to the former or the latter, has been the subject of some controversies. 2 It has occasionally been argued though that language contact and grammaticalization can go together (Heine 1994; Kuteva 2000; Heine & Kuteva 2001) . Dahl (2000b: 317) points out that grammaticalization processes tend to cluster not only genetically but also areally, and the terms areal grammaticalization (Kuteva 2000) and grammaticalization area (Kuteva 1998; : 1549 have been proposed to describe the effects of grammaticalization processes on the areal patterning of linguistic structures. Still, the question of whether indeed, or how, the two are interrelated has never been addressed in any detail.
In the present paper it is argued that universal processes of grammatical change tend to be influenced by historical processes leading to the areal diffusion of linguistic structures. The paper will deal with the unilateral or reciprocal influence of one language (or dialect) on another. Grossly speaking, influence manifests itself most clearly in the transfer of linguistic material from one language to another, where linguistic material can be of any of the following kinds:
(1) Kinds of linguistic transfer a. Forms, that is, sounds or combinations of sounds, b. Meanings (including grammatical meanings) or combinations of meanings, c. Form-meaning units or combinations of form-meaning units, d. Syntactic relations, that is, the order of meaningful elements, e. Any combination of (a) through (d).
In the present study we will be concerned with (1b), more specifically with the transfer of grammatical meaning. As we will see in section 2, the type of transfer examined is more complex, 3 though not necessarily less common, than other types of (1b), or of (1) in general. In works on language contact, the type of transfer that has received most attention is (1a). Useful proposals have been made with regard to the mechanisms by which cultural lexical borrowings (words for objects new to the culture, e.g. espresso, and also for new concepts, e.g. 'overtime') as well as core lexical borrowings materialize. It has been argued that core borrowed forms usually begin life in the recipient language when bilinguals introduce them as singly-occurring code-switching forms. Whereas code-switching is a plausible mechanism e.g. for the emergence of core lexical borrowings, when it comes to the transfer of grammatical meanings, code-switching does not seem to be helpful as an explanatory factor. Neither is the notion of restructuring of a language´s frame (often referred to as convergence) that has been proposed as the mechanism bringing in grammatical outcomes from another language (cf. Myers-Scotton 2002) , this notion simply being too general. Instead, we will propose below a concrete mechanism that promoteswe contend -new grammatical outcomes in language-contact situations.
Weinreich ([1953] 1964: 30-1) distinguishes three kinds of grammatical interference. One involves the transfer of morphemes from what he calls the source language to the recipient language, that is (1c). A second kind of interference concerns grammatical relations (1d), and the third involves functions, that is (1b), the latter two kinds involving what he refers to as model and replica languages. Since we will be concerned with (1b), we will adopt the terms proposed by Weinreich for both (1b) and (1d) by distinguishing between model languages (M), providing the model for transfer, and replica languages (R), making use of that model.
Transfer requires some kind of interlingual identification (Weinreich [1953 (Weinreich [ ] 1964 ), in our case some way of equating a grammatical concept Mx of language M with a grammatical concept Rx of language R. In situations of intensive language contact, speakers tend to develop some mechanism for equating "similar" concepts across languages, something that Keesing (1991) describes as "formulas of equivalence"; we will refer to them as equivalence relations. Without looking further into this issue, we will assume that such a mechanism is crucial for conceptual transfer.
Language contact of the kind looked at here presumably relates to situations typically involving large-scale bilingualism among the linguistic communities concerned, or at least in one of the linguistic communities, and it involves a larger time span, not seldom extending over three to five centuries. In many of the cases presented, however, there is no reliable information on either of these issues.
For a better understanding of the following discussion, a few general points need to be addressed. The effects of contact-induced change will be referred to as transfer of linguistic material from one language (or dialect) to another. It is usually fairly easy to establish that transfer has taken place when (1c) obtains, in particular when lexical borrowing is concerned. In the case of (1b), where transfer is confined to meaning, or in our case to grammatical meaning, it turns out to be much more difficult to understand and describe what exactly is transferred; the relevant literature is rife with controversies relating to this issue. None of the reconstructions presented in this paper is ours; rather, we adopted them from authors who can be assumed to have a fairly extensive knowledge of the languages and the sociolinguistic situations concerned. We only selected examples that are fairly uncontroversial, that is, where no or no substantial alternative hypotheses have been voiced.
In evaluating the data collected in this way we used historical, sociolinguistic, and linguistic criteria. Plausible cases of transfer of the kind examined here can only be made if the relevant languages are known to have a shared history of contact, in particular if there is evidence to suggest that (at least some groups of) speakers of the replica language were sufficiently exposed to the model language to make transfer possible. Linguistic criteria relate to questions such as the following: (i) What evidence is there for transfer to have taken place? (ii) Could it have taken place without involving language contact? Question (i) requires that we have some knowledge of the structure of the language prior to contact. In a number of cases to be discussed, such knowledge can only be derived from comparative evidence. For example, if we discover that some Austronesian language spoken in Papua New Guinea exihibits structural properties not found in fellow Austronesian languages, but that exactly these properties are also found in a neighboring language of Papua New Guinea that is known to have been in contact with that Austronesian language, then a strong case can be made for transfer; as we will see below, a number of our examples are of this kind.
Question (ii) raises more serious problems. For example, some Slavic languages have developed use patterns that have been described as (definite or indefinite) articles. The fact that it is exactly those Slavic languages known to have had close contacts with Germanic or Romance languages that have done so would seem to suggest that this development was due to the influence of neighboring languages having full-fledged articles. However, the development of articles is a universal process that has taken place in a number of languages without there being any evidence that language contact played a role; accordingly, the possibility that these Slavic languages might have developed their articles without the influence from neighboring languages cannot be ruled out. In some cases there is additional evidence to argue that contact was a contributing factor in triggering or accelerating the process; in other cases such evidence is not provided by the author concerned and we decided not to discuss them in this paper.
Contact-induced grammaticalization
Contact-induced grammaticalization is a grammaticalization process that is due to the influence of one language on another. 4 There are two main types of contact-induced grammaticalization depending on whether or not there exists already a model for the process in the model language to be replicated. If no such model exists we will refer to the process as ordinary grammaticalization 5 (section 2.1); if there is a model that is transferred to the replica language we will refer to it as replica grammaticalization (section 2.2).
Ordinary grammaticalization
Contact-induced grammaticalization rests on a strategy used for transferring some grammatical concept from the model language (M) to the replica language (R). On the basis of the evidence available, this strategy involves a mechanism of the kind sketched in (2): (2) Ordinary contact-induced grammaticalization a. Speakers of language R notice that in language M there is a grammatical category Mx. b. They develop an equivalent category Rx, using material available in their own language (R). c. To this end, they draw on universal strategies of grammaticalization, using construction Ry in order to develop Rx. d. They grammaticalize construction Ry to Rx.
(2) is a simplified account of the process concerned, whose exact cognitive structure is still largely unclear. (2a) concerns translational taxonomy, an issue that is complex enough to deserve separate treatment. For our purposes, the question is what exactly the nature of the categories concerned is. Similarly, (2b) also raises a number of questions, e.g. whether or to what extent it relates to a conscious or an unconscious act, or what the motivations may be for (2b) to happen. (2c) and (2d) fall within the scope of grammaticalization theory, and there are at least some ways in which they have been, or can be, dealt with (see especially Heine, Claudi, & Hünnemeyer 1991; Hopper & Traugott 1993; Bybee, Perkins, & Pagliuca 1994) . Note further that the mechanism sketched in (2) relates to a gradual process that does not happen overnight and may involve several generations of speakers; (2d) in particular may extend over centuries.
(2a) and (2b) may convey the impression that contact-induced grammaticalization serves to fill a gap in the replica language by drawing on an appropriate category in the model language. This, however, is not necessarily the case. As we will see below, there are cases where replication took place even though there already existed an equivalent category in the replica language.
We may illustrate the mechanism sketched in (2) with the following example. A grammatical domain where speakers of pidgin and creole languages appear to have drawn quite often on "substrate" languages as models for new categories is that of personal pronouns. Where distinctions between inclusive and exclusive first person plural pronouns or of dual pronouns were commonly made in the languages of the people speaking pidgins or emerging creoles as second languages, such distinctions tended to be replicated in the second languages. Tayo is a French-based creole which evolved around 1860 in St Louis, New Caledonia. Drubéa and Cèmuhî (= M), the two main Melanesian languages spoken in St Louis at that time, have an obligatory semantic category of dual (= Mx). Presumably in an attempt to replicate this category in Tayo (= R), the speakers recruited the French numeral deux 'two' (= Ry) and grammaticalized it to a dual form -de (= Rx); table 1 lists the resulting personal pronouns (Corne 1995) . Note, that crosslinguistically numerals for 'two' constitute the primary source for the grammaticalization of dual markers (Heine & Kuteva 2002: 303-4) .
Even more dramatic cases of replication of person-number distinctions can Table 1 . Dual personal pronouns in Tayo (Corne 1995: 125, 128 be found in varieties of Melanesian Pidgin. Proto-Oceanic, the hypothetical ancestor of the present-day Oceanic languages, is assumed to have distinguished between four categories of number (singular, dual, trial, and plural) as well as between inclusive and exclusive first person non-singular pronouns. These distinctions have largely been retained in modern Oceanic languages (= Mx) and were apparently replicated by speakers of these pidgin varieties (= Rx) by drawing on common grammaticalization processes (see Heine & Kuteva 2002 ):
The numeral tu 'two' was grammaticalized to a dual marker (cf. above for Tayo), the numeral tri 'three' to a trial marker (apparently not widely distinguished), the marker -fala (< English fellow) to a non-singular marker, and the combination yu 'you' plus mi 'I' to a first person inclusive marker (= Ry > Rx) 6 (Keesing 1988: 160-1) . But rather than to specific grammatical forms, contact-induced grammaticalization may also lead to the rise of new morphological classes. The following two examples illustrate the development concerned. Traditionally, the Aztecan language Pipil (= R), like most other Mesoamerican languages, has neither prepositions nor postpositions, but it has relational nouns instead (Campbell 1987; Harris & Campbell 1995: 126-7) . Under the influence of the model language Spanish (= M), Pipil speakers have more recently drawn on these relational nouns (Ry) to develop a set of Spanish-type prepositions (= Rx): Consequently, they used a crosslinguistically common process whereby relational nouns are grammaticalized to adpositions (Heine, Claudi & Hünnemeyer 1991) . As table 2 suggests, the process shows all the effects of the three main mechanisms involved in grammaticalization (see Heine & Kuteva 2002: 2) : desemanticization, e.g. the loss of nominal meaning ('possession') in favor of grammatical meaning ('of '), decategorialization, leading to the loss of categorial properties of nouns, such as taking modifiers and affixes, and erosion, i.e. loss of phonetic substance (-(i)hpak > pak 'on').
A case strikingly resembling the Pipil one has been reported from Papua Table 2 . The grammaticalization of relational nouns to prepositions in Pipil (based on Harris & Campbell 1995: 126-7) .
Relational noun Preposition
-wan 'with' wan 'with' New Guinea. Ross (2001) describes a situation where two genetically unrelated languages spoken on Karkar Island off the north coast of Papua New Guinea have become semantically and syntactically largely intertranslatable while each of the two has retained its own lexical material -a situation he proposes to call metatypy. 7 The model language (= M) is Waskia, a Papuan language, and the replica language Takia (= R), a Western Oceanic language; in the process of contact, 8 "Takia speakers have increasingly come to construe the world around them in the same way as the Waskia" (Ross 2001: 144) . Among the properties discussed by Ross there is a set of postpositions exhibiting a similar semantic patterning in the two languages. Western Oceanic languages commonly have prepositions but Takia speakers have lost the prepositions. In an attempt to replicate the postpositions of Waskia (= Mx), Takia speakers developed postpositions (= Rx) by grammaticalizing inalienably possessed relational nouns (Ry). 9 In this way, a Proto-Western Oceanic construction illustrated in (3) turned into a postpositional construction (4) in Takia (note that Takia has given up the possessee-possessor order of Western Oceanic and adopted the possessor-possessee order of Waskia). 10 In accordance with mechanisms associated with grammaticalization, the prepositional phrase *i lalo-ña turned into an adposition (decategorialization) and was phonetically reduced to lo (erosion). Thus, in order to establish equivalence with the model language Waskia, speakers of the replica language Takia appear to have had recourse to a grammaticalization process; using relational nouns for 'inside' and developing them into locative (inessive) adpositions, for example, is a crosslinguistically widespread strategy (Heine & Kuteva 2002: 182-3) . Takia and Pipil underwent the same process from relational nouns to adpositions in the creation of a new word class; what distinguishes the two cases essentially is that this new class appears to have replaced an earlier class of prepositions in Takia, while in Pipil there was no earlier equivalent class, hence no replacement.
In (2c) we observed that speakers of the replica language draw on universal strategies of grammaticalization in order to develop a new category that is equivalent to the one they find in the model language. The following example may illustrate the procedure involved. If a given language acquires a new definite article then essentially the only way in which this happens is by grammaticalizing a demonstrative attribute to a definite marker (see Greenberg 1978) . The Slavic language Sorbian is spoken in Germany and has been affected by nearly a millennium of contact with German. One result of this contact is that Sorbian (= R) has acquired a definite article (= Rx) on the model of German (= Mx). Sorbian has done so by extending the use of the Sorbian deixis-neutral demonstrative tón (M)/ ta (F)/te,to (N) 11 (= Ry) to introduce an optional definite article (Boretzky 1986: 17; Lötzsch 1996: 52-3) . Note that the German definite article itself arose in the same way, and in some of its uses, it has retained properties of a demonstrative. However, it is unlikely that Sorbian speakers were aware of this fact when they developed their article; rather, we assume that what Sorbians did was to replicate a category by drawing on a universal strategy 12 -the very strategy that speakers of German and many other languages had used earlier.
Blends
That it can be language-specific properties in addition to, or even instead of, universal pathways that influence the particular way grammaticalization takes can be illustrated with the following example. In the Malaita Oceanic languages (= M) there is a post-verbal particle to mark the perfect aspect (= Mx), illustrated in (5) . Apparently in an attempt to replicate this category, speakers of the English-based Solomons Pijin (= R) drew on the adverb nao (< English now) (= Ry) and grammaticalized it to a perfect particle (= Rx) in the same post-verbal slot of the verb phrase as in the Malaita model languages, cf. (6) , and subsequently the existing pidgin marker bin, used for completed actions, virtually disappeared from Solomons Pijin. (5) 'He has gone.'
As far as we are aware, a grammaticalization from a temporal adverb to a perfect marker is not commonly found.
14 What appears to have influenced this choice of grammaticalization is, at least to some extent, the fact that nao resembles phonologically the corresponding Oceanic perfect particles (Kwaio, ÁAreÁare noÁo, Lau na, KwaraÁae naÁa; Keesing 1991:329-30) -a case described by Weinreich ([1953] 1964:39-40) as interlingual equivalence based on formal similarity.
As a rule, however, contact-induced grammaticalization influenced by formal similarity is in accordance with commonly observed patterns of grammatical evolution. Swedish speakers in the United States (R) have grammaticalized their transitive verb bekomma 'obtain, do somebody good or bad, make an impression on somebody' (= Ry) to an inchoative auxiliary 'become' (= Rx), replicating the English auxiliary become (= Mx) presumably on account of the phonological similarity it shares with the model (Ureland 1984: 308) . In doing so, they have drawn on a universal strategy whereby lexical verbs tend to be recruited for the expression of tense-aspect meanings and are grammaticalized into verbal auxiliaries.
In a similar fashion, speakers of Pennsylvania German (= R) may use the locative preposition bei 'at' to present agents in passive constructions (Costello 1985: 117) . The canonical marker for agents in passive constructions in German is the ablative preposition von 'from, of ' , but crosslinguistically a much more common strategy is to grammaticalize a locative marker to an agent marker (Heine & Kuteva 2002: 199-200) . That Pennsylvanian German speakers opted for this strategy (= Ry > Rx) was most likely influenced by the fact that their second language English uses the phonologically (and etymologically) corresponding preposition by (= Mx) in its equivalent passive construction.
These examples suggest the following: Among all the various possible ways of adapting their language to the model language, speakers of the replica language appear to select what seemingly is a fairly complex solution. Rather than simply borrowing grammatical forms from the model language, they draw on structures that correspond neither in their morphonsyntactic form nor in their meaning to the model, and in order to achieve equivalence they have to go through a process 15 whereby lexical structures are developed into grammatical markers, adpositional phrases are gradually transformed into adpositions, etc.
In the examples presented in this section, speakers of the replica languages had a model category (= Mx), but the model language (= M) apparently did not provide any guidance as to how to replicate Mx. The situation is different in another type of contact-induced grammaticalization that we will now turn to, where the model language not only provides a model category (Mx) but also a way of how to replicate that category (My).
Replica grammaticalization
Ordinary contact-induced grammaticalization, as described in section 2.1, is probably not the most common way in which language contact leads to the development of a new grammatical category in the replica language. There is a second type that appears to be more common; what is achieved by it is that, rather than a grammatical concept, it is a grammaticalization process that is transferred from the model (M) to the replica language (R); 16 we will therefore refer to it as replica grammaticalization. The mechanism underlying the process concerned is sketched in (7); it differs from (2) only in a slightly different framing of (c). (7) Replica grammaticalization a. Speakers of language R notice that in language M there is a grammatical category Mx. b. They develop an equivalent category Rx, using material available in their own language (R). c. To this end, they replicate a grammaticalization process they assume to have taken place in language M, using an analogical formula of the kind [My > Mx] = [Ry > Rx]. d. They grammaticalize category Ry to Rx.
That the mechanism sketched in (7) is different than the one discussed in section 2.1 can be illustrated with the following example volunteeed by Weinreich: In Silesia, the identification of the third person plural of the local Polish dialect ("Wasserpolnisch") with the equivalent category in German has led to the unexpected use, completely unknown in Polish, of the third person plural for polite address […] . (Weinreich [1953 (Weinreich [ ] 1953 .
As we will see below (especially section 2.3), the use portrayed by Weinreich is in no way "unexpected"; rather, this example appears to be a canonical instance of (7): the model language German (= M) has extended the use of the third person plural pronoun sie 'they' (= My) to serve also as a second person singular pronoun (Sie 'you') used for polite/formal reference (= Mx). Polish speakers (= R) in Silesia replicated this process by extending the use of their third person plural pronoun (= Ry) to a new function. Most likely, those Polish speakers were unfamiliar with the historical factors that were responsible for that grammaticalization in German; still, from the sociolinguistic, pragmatic, and grammatical information that was accessible to them they had enough information for replication (but see section 2.4.1).
Cases of replica grammaticalization are fairly easy to identify when the model language has developed a grammatical category by using a conceptual source that is rarely encountered crosslinguistically and where exactly the same source is used by speakers of the replica language. The Irish "hot-news" perfect 17 (= Mx) is a case in point: This category is based on what appears to be an instance of a Location Schema [X is after Y], where the aspectual notion of a hot-news perfect is encoded by means of a locative (or temporal) preposition 'after' (= My), cf. (8). Presumably around the late 17th century (Sullivan 1980: 205) , the same grammaticalization appears to have taken place in Irish English (= Ry > Rx; Filppula 1986; Boretzky 1986: 25; Harris 1991: 01ff.) , cf. (9). We are not aware of any other language in the world that has undergone a similar process -a fact that may be taken as compelling evidence to consider this to be an instance of replica grammaticalization. (8) Irish (Harris 1991: 205) Tá sí tréis an bád a dhíol. be: non-past she after the boat selling 'She has just sold the boat.' (9) Irish English (Harris 1991: 205) She's after selling the boat.
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'She has just sold the boat.'
In some cases again it turns out hard or even impossible to distinguish replica grammaticalization from internal grammaticalization. In English, the verb do (= My) has a grammaticalized function as a pro-verb (= Mx), that is, as a verbal anaphor referring to a previously mentioned predicate (e.g., She likes roses, and I do too.). As a result of close contact with English, speakers of Pennsylvania German appear to have replicated this use pattern, using their action verb duh 'do' (= Ry > Rx) for this purpose (Huffines 1986: 146-50) . Now, verbs meaning 'do' are crosslinguistically probably the main source for pro-verbs (cf. Heine & Kuteva 2002: 199-200) . While it is likely that the generalization of this use pattern in Pennsylvania German was triggered by language contact, it remains unclear whether the choice of duh 'do' as a pro-verb was due to English influence or to a universal principle, or else to a joint effect of both. What distinguishes replica grammaticalization from ordinary grammaticalization (section 2.1) is the fact that the model language provides speakers of the replica language with guidelines as to how to replicate a grammatical category via grammaticalization. We will now illustrate the nature of this process with a few examples.
From interrogative to relative clause marker
The above example concerns a case where a new grammatical category was developed for which there existed no equivalent in the replica language. We will now see that this is by no means a requirement for replication to happen since the replica language already had an equivalent category. Our first example concerns Basque. The use of interrogative pronouns (e.g. English who?) as relative clause markers (English who) is crosslinguistically widespread, still, most instances of it are to be found within Europe (Heine & Kuteva 2002) : It has happened in all Romance, all Slavic, in some Germanic languages, as well as in Modern Greek, Hungarian and Georgian (though not in Finnish); it is therefore discussed by Haspelmath (1998: 279-80; as one of the eleven properties characterizing Standard Average European (SAE). Basque is a notable exception; in this language, a finite relative clause precedes its head; there is no relative pronoun, but the verb takes a suffix marking it as subordinate. However, for some generations now, a new relativization strategy has been used in certain parts of the Basque-speaking area (= R) under the influence of Spanish (= M). What happened is that the question marker zein 'which?' (also 'who?' in places) was used as an equivalent (= Ry) of the Spanish interrogative pronouns (= My) and zein was grammaticalized to a relative clause marker (= Rx) (Trask 1998: 320 ; see also section 2.3.1). Relative clauses introduced by zein are documented in texts since the 17th century but as a rule only in translations (Hurch 1989: 21) . As we noted above, the new form does not replace the earlier structure; rather, zein is added to the existing relative construction 19 -with the result that there is now double marking on post-nominal relative clauses.
Basque is not the only language spoken at the periphery of the Standard Average European area that has replicated the European strategy of using interrogatives as relative clause markers; another example is provided by Romani: Under the influence of Balkanic languages, the Kelderaš/Lovari variety of the Vlach dialect of Romani has grammaticalized its interrogative markers kand s-, both inherited from its Indic past, to relative clause markers, thereby replacing the earlier Indic constructions of marking relative clauses (Matras 1996: 65-6) .
With the spread of European languages to other parts of the world, this interrogative-to-relative strategy has also been extended to other continents, such as the Americas. The North Arawak language Tariana of northwestern Brazil is in close contact with Portuguese, the official language of Brazil, and has been influenced by the latter in various ways (Aikhenvald 2001) . One way in which this influence is reflected concerns a process that is strikingly similar to what happened in the Basque case just examined: Young and innovative speakers of Tariana (= R) recognize that in Portuguese (= M), interrogative pronouns (= My) are also used as relative clause markers (= Mx), and these speakers also use their interrogative pronouns (= Ry) as markers of relative clauses (Rx) on the pattern of the model language Portuguese; in doing so, they retain their own relative construction and simply add their interrogative pronoun (e.g. kwana 'who?') -exactly the way Basque speakers do. And The Standard Average European model of extending the use of interrogative pronouns to relative clauses also appears to have been applied among Yiddish bilinguals in the USA, even though this model had already been used earlier in Yiddish: These bilinguals identify English who, the interrogative pronoun for human referents (= My), with their corresponding interrogative pronoun ver 'who?' (= Ry) and introduced it as a relative clause marker ver (= Rx) on the model of the English relative clause marker who (= Mx), e.g. der mentš ver is do 'the man who is here' (Weinreich [1953 (Weinreich [ ] 1964 .
Extending the functions of case markers
A third possibility is provided by situations where there is a grammatical category in the replica language that is equivalent to the one in the model language, but where the former is replaced by the new one, replicated from the model language. Basque is a language which is rich in case distinctions marked by nominal suffixes. The Basque dialects spoken in France have had centuries of close contacts with Gascon and later on with French (see section 2.3). They have virtually lost one of their cases, the instrumental -ez (see Haase 1992: 67-71) . While this case is confined primarily to marking instrumental participants, the model languages Gascon and French (= M), like most other European languages (see Stolz 1996a Stolz , 1996b , have a comitative-instrumental polysemy, that is, Gascon dab, dambe and French avec are used for both comitative and instrumental participants (My = Mx); note that while case is expressed by suffixes in Basque (= R), the model languages use prepositions instead. Now, wherever the comitative-instrumental preposition is used to present instrumental participants (= Mx) in the model languages, the replica language Basque uses its comitative case suffix -ekin (or -ekilan) (= Ry) for instrumentals (= Rx), cf. (10) . (10) Basque (Haase 1992: 67) koller bat-ekilan spoon one-com 'with a spoon'
In other words, the instrumental case is gradually replaced in these Basque varieties by the comitative suffix, 20 that is, in an attempt to establish an equivalence relation with the model languages, the comitative-instrumental polysemy of the model languages is replicated in Basque by grammaticalizing the comitative to present instrument participants too. 21 However, as is to be expected in grammatical developments of this kind, the replaced category does not disappear entirely; rather, it tends to survive (at least for some time) in frozen expressions. Accordingly, the instrumental suffix -ez is still used in fixed/lexicalized contexts (e.g. oin-ez [foot-INSTR] 'on foot'), idioms, proverbs, or in more strongly grammaticalized uses as a marker of clause combining (Haase 1992: 67-8) .
This Basque example is not an isolated instance in Europe. There are other languages spoken at the periphery of what Haspelmath (1998; calls Standard Average European that have undergone a similar process of replica grammaticalization. The Slavic language Sorbian is one of them: It has been in contact with German for nearly a millennium (Lötzsch 1996) , and as a result of this contact, Sorbian has replicated the German comitative-instrumental polysemy.
Slavic languages such as Russian and Polish consistently distinguish between marking comitatives and instrumentals. Thus, in example (11a) from Polish, the comitative participant has double marking, an instrumental case suffix plus the preposition z, whereas the instrument in (11b) is marked simply by means of the instrumental case suffix. Both case roles use the instrumental case suffix, but the comitative is distinguished by adding a preposition. Sorbian is claimed to have replicated the German comitative-instrumental polysemy by grammaticalizing the comitative preposition z(e) 'with' to an instrumental marker -with the effect that this preposition is now used obligatorily for both comitative (12a) and instrumental participants (12b).
(11) Polish (Lötzsch 1996: 56) a. Ja mówiî e z przyjacielem. I speak with friend:inst Sorbian is not the only Slavic language that, as a result of its contact with a nonSlavic language, has replicated the comitative-instrumental polysemy of its SAE model language. Another example is provided by Molisean, a variety of the Slavic Croatian minority in Molise, southern Italy, which has a history of 500 years of language contact with Italian (Breu 1996: 26-7) . In the same way as Sorbian, this Slavic minority has also extended the use of its preposition s to mark instrumental participants. Accordingly, a Standard Croatian instrumental phrase as in (13a) In this way, Molisean speakers, like Sorbian speakers, established a kind of equivalence relation in a double sense: First, they introduced a comitativeinstrumental polysemy identical to the one of the model language and, second, they introduced a preposition where the model language also has a preposition. Other cases where replica grammaticalization had the effect of introducing case-marking polysemies are not hard to come by. The following example concerns language contact between Turkish and the Kartvelian language Laz in Eastern Anatolia. Ardeşen Laz, belonging to the Pazar dialect group of Laz, has drastically restructured its nominal case system as a result of heavy Turkish influence (Haig 2001: 214-6) . Still, this influence had its limits. As table 3 shows, there remain differences between Ardeşen Laz and Turkish in the marking of core arguments: The indirect object in particular takes a suffix -(y)A in Turkish but is zero-marked in Ardeşen Laz. Now, Haig found that the young urban Turkish/Laz bilinguals he consulted (now living in Ankara) (= R) consistently used the goal marker -şa 23 for indirect objects when speaking Laz, suggesting that these Laz speakers have gone one step further in matching the Turkish system of nominal core argument marking. In doing so, they drew on a common grammaticalization process whereby the use of their allative/goal marker (= Ry) was extended to mark indirect objects too (= Rx) (see Heine & Kuteva 2002) and, most likely, this process was triggered by the situation in Turkish (= M), where the goal marker -(y)A (= My) is also used for indirect objects (= Mx) (see table 3 ). While the process can be described as being morphological in nature, its effect is that the core case system of these Ardeşen Laz speakers is now structurally almost identical with that of the model language Turkish. 
Ardeşen Laz (young urban bilinguals when speaking Laz)
Word order change
Grammaticalization is essentially a semantic process but, as we saw above, it can also have remarkable morphosyntactic consequences: Once there is a pattern of grammaticalizing items having a nominal meaning to e.g. locative markers, this may lead to a development from relational nouns to a morphosyntactic category of adpostions, as the Pipil and Takia examples in section 2.1 suggest. One common effect language contact has is to induce people to transfer arrangements of meaningful elements from one language to another. In many cases, however, a new word order arises without actually involving word order change. This is the case, for example, when in the process of grammaticalization some structure is reinterpreted as some other structure, with the result that a seemingly new word order arises. The following is an example of such a word order change without word order change, again relating to the Takia-Waskia situation of metatypy on Karkar Island, Papua New Guinea (Ross 2001 ; see section 2.1). In an attempt to assimilate their language to Waskia (= M), speakers of the Western Oceanic language Takia (= R) largely adopted the syntax of the Papuan language Waskia. For example, whereas Proto-Western Oceanic is reconstructed as having had SVO (subject-verb-object) as its unmarked clause order, Takia has adopted the SOV-order of Waskia, and while in Proto-Western Oceanic the determiner (article) preceded the head noun, cf. (14a), it follows the head noun in both Takia (14b) and Waskia (14c). (14) Determiner -noun order (Ross 2001: 142) a. The way Takia experienced a change from preposed to postposed determiner is the following: Proto-Western Oceanic had a set of three deictic morphemes, one of them being *a ('that, near speaker'). When one of these was used attributively, it followed the Proto-Western Oceanic adjective syntax, taking a pronominal suffix agreeing in person and number with the head noun, the result being a structure as in (15a). This structure underwent a canonical grammaticalization process (that we encountered already in our Sorbian example; section 2.1) from demonstrative to definite determiner, resulting in the Takia structure (15b) (= (14b)). In this process, the construction was subject to the usual mechanisms of grammaticalization, that is, desemanticization: loss of deictic force, decategorialization: loss of its status as an inflectable constituent, and erosion: loss of the preposed article *a and reduction of the postposed determiner *a-ña > an. To conclude, as the description by Ross suggests, the change in Takia from preposed to postposed determiner did not involve any change in the order of constituents; 24 rather, in order to adapt to the postposed determiner order (= Mx) of the model language Waskia (= M), Takia (= R) speakers drew on a construction that was available to them, namely a postposed deictic determiner (Ry), and they grammaticalized it to Rx.
This example illustrates a process that appears to be fairly common in language contact: In order to develop a structure that is equivalent to the one in the model language, speakers draw on some existing use pattern in the replica language that corresponds most closely to the model, frequently one that until then was more peripheral and of low frequency, and they activate it -with the effect that that peripheral pattern turns into the regular equivalent of the model, acquires a high frequency of use, and eventually may emerge as a fully grammaticalized category, equivalent to the model category.
Kupwar
Contact-induced transfer is a wide field, and we are confined here to but one of its manifestations, that is, to a sub-type of the transfers distinguished in (1). Nevertheless, replica grammaticalization appears to play a role in virtually all situations of intensive language contact we are familiar with, in particular in situations of metatypy (Ross 2001 ; see 2.1); the examples of Takia-Waskia metatypy in Papua New Guinea that we presented above are a case in point. Another classic example of metatypy is that of the Indian village of Kupwar.
Kupwar offers a rich laboratory for contact-induced assimilation of languages. Spoken in State in the Sangli District of Maharashtra India, Kupwar has been described as an extreme case of mutual assimilation of languages, leading to a high degree of intertranslatability (Gumperz & Wilson 1971) . The languages involved belong to two genetic stocks, viz. Indo-European (Urdu, Marathi) and Dravidian (Kannada, Telugu); Marathi and Kannada have been spoken in Kupwar for more than six centuries, and Urdu for at least three centuries.
One example is provided by the development of markers for polar ("yesno") questions. As far as the description by Gumperz and Wilson (1971: 160) A second example concerns case marking in Kupwar, this time involving Urdu as a replica language. Crosslinguistically, there is a grammaticalization process whereby benefactive (or dative) case markers give rise to purpose markers when instead of a human participant there is an inanimate participant (cf. English for; see Heine & Kuteva 2002) . Standard Urdu uses the marker ke liye in purpose constructions, but Urdu speakers of Kupwar (= R) follow the pattern used in the other two languages spoken in Kupwar, namely that of the Indo-European language Marathi and the Dravidian language Kannada (= M), according to which purpose clauses are encoded by means of a construction [verb + oblique + dative]. What this situation suggests is that Kupwar Urdu has extended the use of its dative marker (= Ry) to express purpose too (= Rx). In doing so, it appears to have replicated a grammaticalization process that Marathi and Kannada had undergone earlier.
Kupwar provides yet another example of case syncretism. There is a not uncommon grammaticalization process according to which the use of allative/ dative case markers is extended to mark patient participants too, i.e. direct objects; at the initial stage, this process tends to be confined to human and definite object referents (cf. Spanish a, Maltese (li)l; see Heine & Kuteva 2002 : 38, 103:, Borg & Mifsud 2002 . Such a process also appears to have occurred in Kupwar (Gumperz & Wilson 1971) . Standard Kannada, a Dravidian language, distinguishes accusative and dative participants by means of postpositions. But in Kupwar, Kannada speakers have been in contact with speakers of the Indo-European languages Urdu and Marathi (= M), which both have only a dative postposition for human objects (My = Mx). As a result of these contacts, lasting for more than three centuries, Kannada speakers (R) appear to have replicated the situation found in the two Indo-European languages by grammaticalizing the dative postposition (= Ry) to mark human direct objects too (= Rx) (Gumperz & Wilson 1971: 158 ).
Case studies
In the preceding sections we have been dealing with a range of different languages and a diversity of grammatical categories. In the present section we will deal with two more specific issues. On the one hand, we will demonstrate how contact-induced grammaticalization may affect the structure of some particular language, the language chosen being Basque (2.3.1). On the other hand, we will look into the question of how one particular grammatical meaning may be affected by language contact; to this end, we will be concerned with a crosslinguistic survey of future tense categories (2.3.2).
Basque
In his recent work on Standard Average European (SAE), Haspelmath (1998; concludes that on the basis of the relative number of features they share with SAE, three kinds of language groupings can be distinguished: The nucleus, comprising Dutch, German, French, and northern Italian dialects, the core, which in addition includes the other Romance and Germanic languages plus West and South Slavic, and the Balkan languages, while the periphery consists of East Slavic, Baltic, Balto-Finnic, and Hungarian, "plus perhaps Basque, Maltese, Armenian and Georgian" (Haspelmath 1998:273) . Basque is classified somehow as a marginal European language, showing very few Europeanisms (Haspelmath :1493 . In the present section we will try to show that Basque speakers in France nevertheless made considerable efforts to move towards SAE, 25 and that in doing so they used contact-induced grammaticalization as one of their main strategies. Discussion is confined essentially to Basque varieties spoken in southwestern France, for which there exists a detailed analysis (Haase 1992) .
For centuries, these Basque varieties have been influenced by two Romance languages, Gascon and later on French -to the extent that there is now a wide range of semantic and morphosyntactic equivalence relations, resulting in a certain degree of translational equivalence; Ross (2001:146) therefore views this as a case of metatypy (see section 2.1). We will now provide a few examples to illustrate how contact-induced grammaticalization contributed to the rise of such equivalence relations; the reader is referred to Haase (1992) for additional examples.
A paradigm case concerns the rise of an indefinite article in Basque via replication of the Romance path of grammaticalization from numeral 'one' to indefinite article; we will return to this case in section 2.4. Another case was discussed in section 2.2, where we gave an example of how Basque evolved a comitative-instrumental case polysemy by extending its comitative case marker to also present instrumental participants on the model of the two Romance languages, thereby contributing to the gradual disappearance of their own instrumental case suffix (see also below). Note that the Romance languages use primarily prepositions for case marking while Basque has 14-plus suffixes for case marking. Contact with the Romance languages left the morphological shape unaffected but had some effects on the meaning of case suffixes in Basque, resulting from the new use patterns of these suffixes.
But semantic replication also has a morphosyntactic effect increasingly affecting the Basque case system: On the model of the Romance prepositions, Basque is gradually developing a set of postpositions via the grammaticalization of relational nouns (a process that, as we saw in section 2.1, led to the emergence of new paradigms of adpositions in Pipil and Takia). Thus, by grammaticalizing relational nouns such as buru 'head' or baita 'interior' , Basque is acquiring a set of complex postpositions modelled after corresponding complex prepositions in the Romance languages; for example, the Basque postposition -ri/-ra(t) buru-z (DAT/DIR head-INSTR) 'in the direction of ' is modelled after the Gascon preposition (de) cap a ((from) head at) 'in the direction of ' (Haase 1992: 73-5) ; 26 for a paradigm of equivalences in complex adpositions, see Haase (1992: 80) .
Within the verbal system, the same kinds of replication can be observed, as the following examples suggest. Gascon has grammaticalized a progressive aspect based on the Location Schema [X is at doing Y]; Basque has done the same on the pattern of Gascon, using a nominalizer (-tze) instead of the Gascon infinitive marker 27 (subsequently grammaticalizing the progressive further into an imperfective; Haase 1992: 93).
Furthermore, Basque is said to have replicated the Latin-Romance 'have'-perfect via contact-induced grammaticalization, using the verb ukan 'have' plus the transitive participle as a complement to form a recent perfect. The category is restricted to transitive main verbs, while intransitive verbs use the same periphrasis with the verb izan 'be' as an auxiliary (Haase 1992: 92-3 As we saw in section 2.2, language contact in Basque as spoken in Spain has also affected the marking of relative clauses, in that the Spanish strategy of using interrogative pronouns as relative clause markers has spread to certain parts of the Basque-speaking area, where the question marker zein 'which?' has assumed the function of a relative clause marker (Trask 1998: 320) . A similar situation is found in "French" Basque, where zoin 'which?' has been grammaticalized to a relative clause marker in the written language, a use that goes back at least to the 18th century (Haase 1992: 152; see section 2.4 below).
To conclude, contact-induced grammaticalization was one of the main factors responsible for changes leading to an increase in intertranslatability between the replica language Basque and the two Romance model languages. Via these model languages, Basque has acquired a number of features characterizing SAE 28 even if, on the surface, this fact is not yet reflected in its overall typological profile.
Future tenses
While grammaticalization in language contact situations is determined by universal principles, we also noted above that the particular conditions obtaining in such situations also play a role. What kind of conditions these are can be illustrated by using future tense marking as an example.
Universally, the primary source of future tenses is provided by motion schemas involving goal-directed verbs for 'come to' [X comes to Y] or 'go to' [X goes to Y], or a volition schema [X wants Y] using a verb for 'want' (Bybee et al. 1991; . These schemas are referred to by Dahl (2000b: 319ff.) , respectively, as the de-venitive, de-andative, and de-volitive constructions. We will adopt Dahl's terms as shorthand labels for these conceptual schemas -with one exception: we propose to replace the term "de-andative" by "de-allative" since the former term is employed in a number of linguistic works for the notion 'motion away from the deictic center' , while the goal-directed motion schema [X goes to Y] involved in the rise of future tenses centrally involves 'motion to(wards) some goal' , that is, an allative function. Other sources are crosslinguistically less common; this applies e.g. to temporal adverbs ('then' , 'afterwards' , etc.), obligation markers ('have to'), or inchoative markers ('become'), which have given rise to future tense markers but clearly less frequently so than the motion or volition schemas.
With the possible exception of temporal adverbs, all these sources have been recruited in European languages and are each suggestive of areal spread across neighboring European languages (Dahl 2000b) . However, in spite of the fact that the linguistic history of Europe is better known than that of any other part of the world, the discussion by Dahl suggests that there is essentially no reliable information on which of the languages provided the models, or on whether indeed language contact, as against genetic retention or coincidence, was the decisive factor for spreading future tense categories. In the case of devenitive futures of Europe, though, one might argue that the evidence for contact-induced spread is compelling. First, these futures are confined to two areas each having a documented history of language contact. One area is mainland Scandinavia, including Danish, Norwegian, Swedish, and marginally Finnish. The second area is Switzerland, where Romansh dialects and Schwyzertütsch (Swiss German) share the grammaticalization from a verb for 'come' (v7\ 'come' and k h un 'come' , respectively) to future tense marker (Weinreich [1953 (Weinreich [ ] 1964 see Dahl 2000b : 320-1 for details). Second, common genetic origin can be ruled out, at least in the case of Switzerland, where a Romance and a Germanic language are involved. 29 An example of a future derived from an obligation marker ('have to') is provided by Molisean, a variety of the Slavic Croatian minority in Molise, southern Italy, which has been strongly influenced by Italian (Breu 1996: 26-7) . Molisean has an inherited de-volitive future tense, but on the model of Italian it has developed a second future using imat 'have' as an auxiliary which, like the corresponding Italian future, expresses both necessity and future tense, while the inherited future acquired a probability meaning as a result of the rise of the new future (Breu 1996: 30) .
An instance of a de-volitive future is found e.g. in the Balkan languages, 30 in fact it is among the uncontroversial morphological features that have been adduced to define the Balkan sprachbund. Joseph describes the situation thus: "A future tense based on a reduced, often invariant, form of the verb 'want' is found in Greek, Tosk Albanian, Rumanian, Macedonian, Bulgarian, SerboCroatian, and Romani" (Joseph 1992: 154) . That the relevant markers have a "reduced" and "invariant" form is a predictable result of grammaticalization (see Heine & Kuteva 2002: 2) , whereby in the process of developing into a tense marker, the erstwhile verb 'want' loses in verbal properties, eventually turning into an invariable marker (decategorialization), and also tends to be phonetically reduced (erosion). 31 As is common with sprachbund situations, there is no reliable evidence on which language provided the model for grammaticalization but, again, there can be hardly any doubt that language contact played some role in the spread of this grammaticalization.
That de-volitive futures in Balkan languages are due to language contact is suggested e.g. by the fact that the Romani varieties spoken in the Balkans have developed a future category marked with ka(m)-, which derived from kam-av 'want, love' (Boretzky 1989: 368) . The role played by areal pressure on shaping equivalence relations and grammaticalization can be demonstrated perhaps most clearly by using this language as an example. Romani offers a perhaps extreme case of how speakers can adapt their modes of grammatical categorization to those of their neighbors. In the Balkans, adaptation had the effect that Romani speakers developed a de-volitive future; elsewhere in Europe they found other models and, accordingly, developed other kinds of future categories. In the dialect of Wales they developed a de-allative future on the model of English be going to (Boretzky 1989: 368) .
In Russian Romani dialects there is a future tense using the verb l-av 'take' as an auxiliary (e.g., l-av te xav 'I am going to eat') -a grammaticalization that is crosslinguistically quite unusual. Now, Ukrainian has two future tenses, and one of them also uses the verb 'take' as a future auxiliaby. Boretzky (1989: 369) suggests that Vlach Romani speakers acquired their 'take'-future when they crossed Ukrainian territory. Quite a different situation is found in the Sinti variety that was influenced by German: There is no formal future expression in this variety; rather, the present tense is used to refer to events in the future. This is exactly the situation found in colloquial German, where the present tense also tends to be used for future events.
What this situation suggests is that future tense exists in Romani only to the extent that it is replicated from languages with which Romani speakers came into close contact.
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What we observed with respect to the situation in Europe also applies to other parts of the world: New future tenses appear to be constantly arising in language contact situations on the basis of the principles sketched at the beginning of this section. An example of a de-allative future is provided by the Aztecan language Pipil. Harris and Campbell (1995: 148-9) observe that the former future suffixes found in Pipil are extremely rare today, unused and for the most part unknown. Instead, Pipil speakers tend to use a 'go-to'-future, illustrated in (18) , which these authors attribute to the influence of the local Spanish de-allative future (lo voy a hacer 'I'm going to do it').
33 Once again, we seem to be dealing with the replication of a grammaticalization process that has a universal base but appears to have been influenced by language contact. Note, however, that Pipil speakers used a serial schema (where both the main verb and the auxiliary are inflected for and agree in person; see Heine 1993) , whereas local Spanish uses a plain motion schema (where the main verb is presented in a non-finite form as an allative/locative complement of the auxiliary). What this suggests (assuming that this is in fact an instance of contact-induced change) is that Pipil speakers did not replicate the syntax of the Spanish construction but rather a conceptual structure, that is, a motion schema. (18) Pipil (Harris & Campbell 1995: 149) ni-yu ni-k-chiwa. I-go I-it-do 'I'm going to do it.'
Language contact outside Europe also provides evidence for the grammaticalization of temporal adverbs to future tense markers. A frequently cited example is the development of English by-and-by to a future tense marker (baimbai >) bai in Tok Pisin and other varieties of Melanesian Pidgin (Sankoff & Laberge 1973) . Another example can be found in the Nilotic languages Luo and Kalenjin, which have developed temporal adverbs into future tense markers on the model of temporal distinctions obtaining in neighboring Bantu lanugages, grammaticalizing a common use pattern in their own languages according to which temporal adverbs constitute the primary means of expressing distinctions in deictic time (see Dimmendaal 2001 for details).
An even less common pathway has been chosen by speakers of the Bantu language Ilwana, spoken along River Tana in eastern Kenya: They have developed a future tense by means of a structure [non-past marker -nominalizer + verb], apparently on the model of neighboring Orma, a dialect of the East Cushitic language Oromo, which uses a structure [verb + nominalizerauxiliary 'be (somewhere)']; 34 note that the two languages have a shared history of over three centuries of contact leading to a substantial restructuring of Ilwana grammar (Nurse 1994; 2000: 149-51 ). That we are dealing with an instance of replica grammaticalization is suggested in particular by the fact that the pattern used in the two languages is encountered in other Oromo dialects but is absent in Bantu languages, and it is rarely found elsewhere in the world.
To conclude, it is essentially the entire range of options that are universally available for developing categories of future tense that has been exploited in situations of language contact. However, which particular option is chosen appears to be determined by the particular circumstances surrounding the contact situation, such as the use patterns of both the model and the replica languages.
On polysemy copying
As we pointed out earlier (section 2.2), one might argue that there is an alternative analysis to the one proposed here, namely that, instead of a grammaticalization process, we are dealing with the replication of a polysemy pattern. In fact, there are cases of grammatical transfer where an analysis in terms of polysemy copying (or grammatical calquing) provides the most plausible hypothesis. 35 This applies to cases where speakers of the replica language, rather than replicating that process, appear to have used a shortcut by simply copying the initial and the final stages of the process. A paradigm case can be seen in the grammaticalization of interrogative pronouns to relative clause markers that we discussed in section 2.2. This is a complex grammaticalization process, requiring specific contexts and extending over long periods of time. It is unlikely that speakers of Basque, Romani, or Tariana (= R) were able to reconstruct and replicate this process, the results of which they observed in their respective model languages (= M); more likely they simply observed a polysemy pattern whereby the model languages used the same marker for presenting interrogative and relative clauses (My = Mx) , and they replicated this pattern in their own languages (Ry = Rx). Conceivably, our Silesian Polish example in section 2.2 concerning the extension of the third person plural pronoun to be also used for polite second person singular address on the model of German involved polysemy copying rather than a gradual process of grammaticalization (Claudia Riehl; p.c.) .
What these observations suggest is that grammaticalization does not provide the only strategy available; rather, polysemy copying constitutes an alternative for transferring grammatical categories from the model language to the replica language.
Still, on the basis of the data that are available it would seem that polysemy copying does not appear to constitute the primary strategy used to transfer grammatical categories from one language to another. Returning to an example that we already mentioned in section 2.3.1 may be of help to look into this issue. Basque as spoken in southwestern France has had centuries of close contact with Gascon and later on with French. As a result of this contact, Basque speakers introduced a category which they did not have previously, namely an indefinite article (Haase 1992: 59-61, 71) . In doing so they appear to have used the following strategy: Being aware that speakers of the Romance languages (= M) had a grammaticalized concept of an indefinite marker, and that they used the same form (cf. French un(e)) for the numeral 'one' (= My) and the indefinite article (= Mx), Basque speakers developed an equivalent category in their own language (= R) by using a grammaticalization process that they may have assumed had taken place in the model languages: They developed their numeral for 'one' (= Ry), bat, into an indefinite article (= Rx) 36 -a distinct case of replica grammaticalization (2.2).
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On the basis of a polysemy-copying hypothesis one might argue that Basque speakers were aware that the relevant French (or Gascon) forms were polysemous between a numeral meaning (= My) and an indefinite article meaning (= Mx) and they simply copied this polysemy in their own language, by using their equivalent form bat for both meanings, Ry and Rx. While in a number of cases that we will be presenting in the following paragraphs such an analysis cannot be ruled out, in cases where we have more detailed information, an analysis in terms of polysemy copying does not seem to be supported by facts, for the following reason: If the polysemy analysis were correct then one would expect that the replica language had the same polysemy structure as the model language. This, however, does not seem to be the case: Not only is the use of the indefinite article in Basque much more contextually constrained, it also exhibits a clearly less advanced stage of grammaticalization than its equivalent in the model languages.
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What this means with reference to our Basque example is the following: The grammaticalization of indefinite articles normally proceeds along the following main stages (see Heine 1997b): First, the article appears as a presentational marker, e.g. in narratives, subsequently its use is generalized to indefinite specific reference, and finally it may be extended to be used even in contexts involving generic reference. While the French indefinite article has gone essentially through all these stages, the Basque indefinite article has not. According to Haase (1992: 60) , occasional uses of bat as a specific marker are attested already in 1782. While there are incipient uses as a non-specific marker as early as 1545, the grammaticalization as a non-specific article is clearly a recent innovation of Basque. That it has not reached the same degree of grammaticalization as e.g. the corresponding French article is suggested, first, by the fact that its use is optional in a number of cases and, second, that it is not used in some cases where in French the indefinite article is obligatory.
But it would seem that there is another piece of evidence to suggest that an analysis in terms of grammatical calquing or polysemy copying, while being appropriate in some cases (see 2.4), is inadequate in others. Consider the following example. Sranan is an English-based creole of Surinam, while Ewe is a Kwa language of the Niger-Congo family, spoken in southeastern Ghana and southern Togo. Ewe and other varities of the Gbe language cluster were the native languages of many of the slaves in Surinam in the second half of the 17th centuby. Sentences (19) and (20) exhibit a number of striking similarities, in particular the following: (i) Each uses two adpositional elements, i.e., both contain a generalpurpose preposition (na and le, respectively) and (ii) a postposition, (iii) the postpositions can be assumed to be derived from a noun for the body part 'back' (baka and megbé, respectively), and (iv) the "postposition" is ambiguous between a grammatical meaning ('behind') and a lexical meaning ('back part of the body'). These structural properties suggest that (19) and (20) are each part of a grammaticalization chain 39 extending from lexical noun ('back') to grammatical marker ('behind'), where there is an intermediate stage of ambiguity between the lexical and the grammatical structure. That this is not an isolated case of transfer is suggested by another example volunteered by Bruyn (1996: 40) : Both Sranan and Ewe have a lexical verb 'give' (Sranan gi [< English give], Ewe ná) which is also used as a benefactive/dative marker ('for'/'to'), and once again we seem to be dealing with a chain of grammaticalization extending from lexical to grammatical structure: (i) The lexical meaning ('give') is found when the item is used as a main verb, while the grammatical meaning ('for'/'to') is confined to contexts where the item occurs as the second verb in a serial verb construction, (ii) in both languages the erstwhile verb acquires properties of a preposition, and (iii) in both languages there are uses where the item is ambiguous between the lexical and the grammatical meaning (see Lord 1993 for more details on this process).
Such similarities are unlikely to be coincidental, 40 and Bruyn (1996) argues convincingly that they are due to what she calls apparent grammaticalization, that is, to a process whereby a grammaticalization process was tranferred from a substrate language (Ewe or a related language) to the target language Sranan -in other words, Sranan modeled a grammaticalization process on a similar structure in one or more of its major substrate languages. To conclude, we are dealing with a canonical instance of replica grammaticalization (section 2.2).
What these two cases show is that in the process of grammaticalization there is an intermediate step of overlap between the earlier (non-grammaticalized) and the later (grammaticalized) meanings -with the effect that there is ambiguity between the two meanings. 41 The fact that such an overlap situation exists both in the model and the replica languages suggests that the latter has in fact undergone a grammaticalization process.
Finally, there is another piece of evidence to suggest that, rather than copying a static situation, most of the cases discussed here involve a process. In section 2.3.2 we referred to the Balkan sprachbund, which is characterized inter alia by the presence of a de-volitive future tense. While it is largely unclear which language or languages provided the ultimate model, it seems obvious that the languages that acquired this category did not replicate a polysemy involving the lexical meaning 'want' and the grammatical meaning future; rather, each language appears to have gone through a process where the verb gradually lost in lexical properties and gained in grammatical properties. This process is reflected in the present-day structure of the future tense markers which, as Joseph (1992: 154) observes, tend to exhibit a reduced and often invariant form -all characteristics of an extended process of grammaticalization. The situation in Balkan Romani that we mentioned in section 2.3.2 illustrates this situation, where the future marker ka(m)-(e.g., ka-džav 'I will go') represents the grammaticalized product of the verb kam-av 'want, love' (e.g., kamav te džav 'I want to go '; Boretzky 1989: 368) .
It would seem in fact that the majority of cases described in this paper cannot be accounted for satisfactorily with reference to notions such as calquing, loan translation, or polysemy copying. The evidence we presented was of four kinds. First, we saw that in ordinary contact-induced grammaticalization (2.1) the model language (= M) provides a model for a category (= Mx) but not for how to develop an equivalent category (= Rx) in the replica language (= R). In other words, there is no possible polysemy that could be copied, and the only way of acquiring Rx is via grammaticalization of some other category Ry.
Second, it turns out that in the majority of cases examined the replica construction is less grammaticalized than the corresponding model construction.
42
For example, in the initial stage of grammaticalization, the new category tends to be ambiguous between its literal and its grammaticalized meaning, it tends to be confined to few contexts, and its use is optional -a situation that has not seldom led to controversies among grammarians on whether or not the relevant category really exists in the language concerned. Such properties are commonly encountered in replicated categories. For example, we noted above that both the definite article in Sorbian, replicated on the model of German, and the indefinite article of Basque, replicated on the model of Romance languages, exhibit properties of categories in the early stages of grammaticalization, as is suggested e.g. by the fact that their use is contextually restricted and optional to some extent. They thus differ from the corresponding categories in the model languages, which both are fully grammaticalized articles.
Third, the presence of overlap situations in the replica language suggests that what is copied is not simply a polysemy pattern but rather a full process including the intermediate stage of gradual transition from source to target category where both coexist side by side, giving rise to semantic and morphosyntactic ambiguity. And finally, replicated categories tend to exhibit properties that bear witness to their grammaticalization history, that is, desemanticization (loss of meaning components), decategorialization (loss of morphosyntactic properties) and erosion (phonetic reduction or simplification).
On directionality
Grammaticalization has been shown to be essentially unidirectional, that is, at least ninety per cent of all instances of grammatical change can be assumed to be in accordance with principles of grammaticalization (Newmeyer 1998: 275-6, 278; Haspelmath : 1046 . The question that arises here is whether this also applies to grammaticalization occurring in or being triggered by language contact.
It would seem that the answer is in the affirmative: Essentially all cases that we found are in accordance with the unidirectionality hypothesis. There are exceptions, however. One case concerns the post-verbal perfect markers of the Malaita Oceanic languages that we dealt with in section 2.1. As Keesing (1991: 331) argues, these markers have been further grammaticalized to topicalizing particles. 43 This process appears to have been replicated in Solomons Pijin, 44 where the replica language exhibits the same structure as the model language Kwaio or other Oceanic languages of Malaita. Now, to our knowledge, the development from a verbal aspect marker to a topic (or focus) marker has so far not been documented, nor does it seem conceptually plausible -hence we might be dealing with a counter-example to grammaticalization. Another case of a violation of the unidirectionality principle concerns a situation that appears to be specific to language change in contact situations. When establishing equivalence relations with the patterns of categorization they observe in the model language, it may happen that speakers equate some category of their language with a less grammaticalized category of the model language, with the possible effect that a more grammaticalized category changes to a less grammaticalized one in the replica language. For example, while the grammaticalization of verbs as prepositions is well documented, a reversed directionality is hard to find. 45 Still, there is an example in at least one creole: what are prepositions in Dutch and English (e.g. Dutch door 'through') end up as items having verbal uses in the English-based creole Sranan (e.g. Sranan doro 'put through, go through'). Presumably under the substrate influence of West African languages, speakers of Sranan appear to have equated their prepositions (or adverbs) with verbs in the creole replica language (Bruyn 1996) .
Another possible example is provided by Basque as spoken in southwestern France, which, as we saw above, has undergone major restructuring under the influence of language contact with two Romance languages, Gascon and French. Basque has a closed word class consisting of nine "modal operators", serving modal, evidential, and aspectual functions; they are invariable and immediately precede the auxiliary (Haase 1992: 111-24 ; see section 2.3.1). The model languages Gascon and French do not have an equivalent word class. Now, in an attempt to establish equivalence with the model languages, Basque speakers appear to have equated their modal operators with auxiliary verbs in these Romance languages. The result is that Basque speakers in contact with these Romance languages are losing their category of modal operators in that the latter gradually develop into a new class of modal auxiliaries. Two of these items, ahal 'be able to' and nahi 'want' , have acquired verbal properties and two others, behar 'must' and ari progressive, have already developed uses of full verbs (Haase 1992: 123-4) .
To summarize, directionality in contact-induced language change is on the whole in line with principles of grammatical change to be observed elsewhere, but it may sometimes take unexpected directions when speakers aspire to achieve intertranslatability between the model and the replica languages.
Conclusions
The present paper raises more questions than it is able to answer. A key question that we were unable to answer is the following: To what extent are the developments sketched here the result of universal principles of grammaticalization and to what extent are they due to the specific factors obtaining in situations of language contact? On the basis of the scanty data that are available we can say no more than that there must be some "conspiracy" of both factors (cf. Plag forthc.), but what exactly this means is open to further research. Related to this is the question of whether language contact as observed in pidgins and creoles is qualitatively different than that observed in other languages. The data available suggest that contact-induced grammaticalization does not behave essentially differently in these two contrasting cases, but more data is needed for a more qualified assessment.
What the observations made in the preceding sections seem to suggest is that in addition to the kinds of motivation that have been defined so far (see e.g. Heine, Claudi, & Hünnemeyer 1991; Hopper & Traugott 1993) there are others that have to be taken into account in the study of grammaticalization. One appears to be communicative in nature, viz. to make the categories existing in the languages that are in contact mutually compatible and more readily intertranslatable. Other motivations may be to talk like one's neighbors for social, political, psychological, economic, or other reasons.
These observations furthermore suggest that contact-induced change as studied here is gradual rather than abrupt, typically involving a process of the following kind (see section 2.2): In order to develop a structure that is equivalent to the one in the model language, speakers choose among the use patterns that are available in the replica language the one that corresponds most closely to the model, frequently one that until then was more peripheral and of low frequency of use, and they activate it -with the effect that a peripheral pattern gradually turns into the regular equivalent of the model, acquires higher frequency of use, and eventually it may emerge as a full-fledged grammatical category.
It has been a common practice to classify instances of language change in terms of whether they are the result of language-internal and/or historically definable factors or else whether they are due to universal cognitive, communicative, or other constraints. What the discussion in this paper may have shown is that these are in no way mutually exclusive alternatives; 46 on the basis of our data on contact-induced grammaticalization both can be expected to be potentially present in some way in virtually any given case of language change.
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1. For example, the fact that in many European and other languages of the Old World there is a striking similarity between possessive constructions (e.g. He has a dog.) and perfect constructions (He has gone.) has given rise to controversies on whether this similarity is due to historical/conctact-induced or to universal cognitive factors (see e.g. Jacob 1998: 106).
22. Glosses are ours; no glosses are provided by the author.
23. Haig (2001: 215-6) uses the form -şa in the running text but -ša in his table 7.
24. It goes without saying that this is not the only way in which contact-induced word order change may occur (Bernard Comrie; p.c.); our interest here is confined to changes resulting from grammaticalization.
25.
Trask offers an alternative view of this issue: "There is virtually no observable tendency for IE morphological features to be transferred into Basque" (Trask 1998: 319) , and Bernard Comrie (p.c.) observes that "Basque certainly doesn't seem to borrow many bound morphemes from Romance, nor to change its overall morphological typology (i.e. it retains a rich nominal morphology, also a rich verb morphology but virtually restricted to a few auxiliary verbs). In the nominal system, there is some shifting of the content of morphological categories under contact. And in the verb, it is largely the development of periphrastic constructions."
26. Haase (1992: 81) refers to this process as the creation of translational equivalents via loan translation.
27
. That infinitives of model languages tend to be replicated by means of nominalization markers is possibly a more general phenomenon; for example, Johanson (1998: 332) observes that combinatorial properties of the Persian infinitive are often copied onto the Southern Azerbaijanian verbal noun in -mAK, that is, a category of the model language Persian is replicated to some extent in a language that has been strongly influenced by Persian.
28. Among the features we discussed in this section there are the presence or emergence of an indefinite article, a 'have'-perfect, and of relative clauses with an introducing relative pronoun. These are all features that proposes to be diagnostic of Standard Average European but finds to be absent in Basque.
29.
We are ignoring here Finnish on account of its marginal status. Dahl (2000b: 320) says that the Finnish construction "has been looked upon with some suspicion as being a Swedish calque." 30. Other European languages are English (will), Danish (vil), Norwegian Bokmål (vil), Faroese (vil), and Frisian wal; Dahl 2000b: 322) .
31. With regard to their relative degree of grammaticalization, two types of Balkan languages can be distinguished: one where there is still an inflected auxiliary (Romanian, Serbian, and Croatian), and another one where the resulting future marker ends up as an uninflected particle (Modern Greek, Bulgarian, Macedonian, and Albanian (cf. Dahl 2000b: 323) .
32. Boretzky (1989: 369) concludes that on their way to Europe, Romani speakers did not have a future tense in their language.
33. In addition to Spanish, a de-allative future is found in other European languages: Portuguese, French, Dutch, and English (Dahl 2000b: 319) .
34. Note that the linear arrangement in Ilwana is the mirror image of that found in Orma, for obvious reasons: While the SVO-language Ilwana places auxiliaries before the nominalizer/infinitive marker and the main verb, the SOV-language Orma has the reverse order.
35.
We are grateful to Martin Haspelmath and Claudia Riehl for having drawn our attention to this fact.
36.
Haase describes this process thus: "Anders ausgedrückt: bat und frz./gask. un sind im Bereich der Zahlwörter Übersetzungsäquivalente. Wie in anderen Fällen von Übersetzungs-äquivalenz, die wir später noch kennenlernen werden, kann sich nun der Funktionsbereich von bat auf alle die Fälle ausbreiten, in denen in den Modellsprachen un gebraucht wird, also auch auf die Signalisierung von Indefinitheit." (Haase 1992: 59) 37. Since the grammaticalization of a numeral 'one' into an indefinite marker is commonly attested across languages, a language-internal development cannot be ruled out entirely here.
38. It goes without saying that in the course of time the replica category may attain the same degree of grammaticalization as the model category, but this usually takes centuries to happen.
39.
Concerning the term "grammaticalization chain", see Heine 1992. 40. With the epithet "are unlikely" we wish to draw attention to the fact that there are also alternative ways of accounting for the properties of these two cases. First, the grammaticalization of a body part noun 'back' as a locative adposition and of a verb for 'give' to a benefactive/dative adposition are universally attested (Heine & Kuteva 2002) , and this would also account for the fact that there are intermediate stages characterized by ambiguity between the lexical and the grammatical uses. Second, that Sranan developed postpositions such as baka 'behind' is not surprising, considering the fact that one of the major Sranan constructions of attributive possession consists of the juxtaposition possessor and the possessee, e.g. a datra oso (the doctor house) 'the doctor's house' (Bruyn 1996: 33) . On the basis of this construction one could predict that a grammaticalization of this construction to an adpositional construction would yield postpositions rather than prepositions. Third, that there is a preposition in addition, viz. the multi-purpose preposition na, is in no way surprising since it could be argued that this is a retention of a lexifier pattern. And finally, that the grammaticalization of a verb for 'give' to a preposition-like item is confined to uses as the second verb in verb serialization is also commonly encountered crosslinguistically (see Lord 1993) . Nevertheless, while internal development cannot entirely be ruled out, the overall description volunteered by Bruyn suggests that substrate influence is clearly a more plausible hypothesis and we adopt it here.
41. This situation is described in terms of what is called the overlap model, taking the form A > A/B > B (Heine 1993) .
42. It goes without saying that, given enough time, the replica construction may also develop into a fully grammaticalized category.
43.
On the basis of the translations volunteered by Keesing it would seem that the "topicalizing particles" are perhaps more appropriately described as focus markers.
44. Phonological similarity may have contributed to the equation of the Oceanic perfect markers (e.g., noÁo, naÁa, na) with Solomons Pijin nao (Keesing 1991: 329 ; see section 2.1).
45.
We are ignoring here cases of lexicalization; see Heine 2002. 46. See Mufwene (1986) on a similar view concerning pidgins and creoles. A  ABL  AL  ART  BEN  CAU  COM  CONJ  DAT  DEM  DET  DIR  DU  DUR  EXCL  F  FUT  IN  INCL  INF  INSTR  M  N  NF  O  PART  PERF  PL  PREP  PRES  PROG  PRT  PTCP  R  S  SG  SRP  TOP  TRN  TRS  1 
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